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1. Introduction

As many scholars (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Robinson, 1991; Jordan, 1997,
Basturkmen, 2010; Northcott, 2014; Author, 2014; Campion, 2016) point out, teaching
English for Specific Purposes (ESP) poses many challenges that teachers have to face. Firstly,
they have to deal with ‘domains of knowledge which the average educated native speaker
could not reasonably be expected to be familiar with’ (Tudor 1997, p. 9; Basturkmen, 2006).
Thus, from the outset they have far less subject-matter knowledge or they have less conscious
knowledge of a particular specialism than their students, despite the fact that they have
significant experience in teaching and are familiar with academic texts and/or the skills
involved (Early, 1981; Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998; Basturkmen, 2010). Secondly, formal
TESOL training is mainly concerned with General English so ESP teachers have limited
possibilities to obtain professional training (Howard, 1997; Master, 1997; Basturkmen, 2010;
Atai & Fatahi-Majd, 2014; Basturkmen, 2014; Krajka, 2014; Campion, 2016) or to refer to
the research or guidelines in this question (Basturkmen, 2014), which is of crucial importance.
As Richards (2001, p. 99) remarks: “exceptional teachers can often compensate for the poor-
quality resources and materials (...) but inadequately trained teachers may not be able to
make effective use of teaching materials no matter how well they are designed”. Moreover,
they are frequently unable to consult other ESP teachers or subject specialists when
confronted with dilemmas relating to subject matter content. Another problem, which affects
and somewhat hinders the development of ESP teaching, is the fact that ESP courses are
frequently held for a limited period of time or they are very narrowly angled and tailored to
reflect the needs of a particular group of students and/or changing circumstances, therefore,
formulating some rules of conduct and good practice becomes problematic.

The notion and the roles of the ESP teacher have to-date been extensively discussed by
abundant researchers. Most academics agree that the role of the ESP teacher goes far beyond
teaching (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Robinson, 1991; Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998;
Jordan, 1997; Belcher, 2006; Dale & Tanner, 2012; Hall, 2013; Taillefer, 2013; Basturkmen,
2014; Lesiak-Bielawska, 2015). Dudley-Evans & St John (1998, pp. 14-17) for example,
introduced the term ‘practitioner’ encompassing the roles of teacher, course designer,
materials provider, researcher, collaborator or evaluator, which reflects the variety of
challenges and tasks that every ESP teacher has to face. Another dilemma which ESP teachers
are frequently confronted with is the question of subject knowledge. Over the years a number
of divergent views have been expounded on this topic (Ewer, 1983; Taylor, 1994; Dudley-
Evans, 1997; Ferguson, 1997; Sifakis, 2003; Master, 2005; Belcher, 2006; Kim, 2006;
Harding, 2007; Ses“ek, 2007; Wu & Badger, 2009; Northcott, 2014). Some believe that the
ESP teacher should be willing to acquire knowledge of the specialisms his/her students are
studying, others are quite skeptical about it, sharing the opinion that ESP teachers need to be
interested in the subject area rather than have subject matter expertise. An overwhelming
majority however, highlight that a knowledge of fundamental principles of the subject area
and/or an understanding of the nature of the material of the ESP specialism would be
sufficient.
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As presented above there has been a plethora of studies into the concept of ESP
teaching, the roles of the ESP teacher as well as specialist discourse but research particularly
into Legal English pedagogy and the role of teacher of English for Legal Purposes (ELP) is
quite limited (Howe, 1993; Candlin et al, 2002; Northcott & Brown, 2006; Northcott, 2009;
Deutch, 2003; Co-author & Author, 2013, Northcott, 2014; Author, 2014; Author, 2016). To a
large extent this might be grounded in the specificity and complexity of Legal English
(Melinkoft, 1963; Block, 1986; Bhatia, 1993; Pienkos, 1999; Gibbons, 2004; Haigh, 2004;
Ingels, 2006; Schane, 2006; Frade, 2007; Jopek- Bosiacka, 2008; Gotti, 2009; Cao, 2010;
Eades, 2010; Bhatia, 2010; Bhatia & Bhatia, 2011) which may pose obstacles in teaching and
learning ELP.

Also, as Author (2014, p. 16) points out many researchers believe that it is a
convoluted task to attempt to make a distinction between the pedagogic content and subject
matter knowledge while teaching English for Legal Purposes, which is confirmed by Howe
(1993, p.148) who reports a conflict between herself as a teacher of English for academic
legal purposes and a law teacher, over who should explain the phrase ‘time immemorial’ to
students, with the law teacher’s famous comment: ‘You teach them the English, Mrs. Howe,
and we’ll teach them the law’. This portrays the common attitude of subject specialists
towards language specialists, who believe that learners should be taught the skills of English
for General Academic Purposes (EGAP) and not the content of English for Specific Academic
Purposes (ESAP). In this context, therefore, it is central to examine what the roles are of the
ELP teacher (whether these roles are much different from those performed in ESP or even
ELT teaching) and whether a model of the Legal English teacher could be provided in the
least.

This paper presents the outcomes of the research the aim of which was to examine
what methodology, teaching materials and assessment methods ELP teachers use to make the
process of learning Legal English effective, what challenges and obstacles they face, as well
as how they perceive the roles of ELP teachers. The paper also attempts to shed some light on
possible ways of effective co-operation between language and subject specialists, which
would not only develop their relationships and contribute to better language acquisition on the
part of the law students but have positive implications for Legal English research and practice.

2. Purpose and context of the research

The aim of the research project was to investigate the model/role of the ELP teacher in
terms of the methodological approach implemented, the outlook on university policy towards
teaching languages for specific purposes, the possibility of cooperation with other specialists,
and the challenges needing to be faced during their work. In addition, the research project
endeavoured to provide the model and define the roles of the Legal English teacher.

The research was carried out at one of the Polish universities among teachers of the
department of foreign languages who teach Legal English and teachers of the faculty of law
who teach their subjects in English. As an outcome of the Erasmus mobility program,
introduced in 2002 at that faculty of law, there are now 77 courses taught in foreign
languages, 54 of which are conducted in English, 9 in German, 11 in Russian and 3 in
Spanish, which provided the research project with a solid background.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Sample
The sample for the whole study encompassed 34 teachers working at the faculty of
law, of this university. The research was conducted among 9 language specialists and 25
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subject specialists. For the purpose of the research, it was assumed that a language specialist
is an instructor teaching English to law students, whereas a subject specialist is an instructor
teaching law in English.

Language specialists

There are 10 teachers teaching Legal English, all employed at the department of
foreign languages (an interdepartmental unit of that university, providing services to all
faculties), however one of the teachers (unfortunately a very experienced one) without reason
refused to participate in the research.

All of the language specialists teach law students (mostly those in their first and
second year of studies). Some (33%) also teach Legal English to legal professionals (judges
and legal advisors) and occasionally to translators and academics. Aside from their teaching
activities, 78% of the language specialists use Legal English in translation and court
interpreting and 55% of them use it for designing their teaching materials for classes with law
students.

The language specialists are all experienced teachers of General English (the least
experienced teacher has been teaching for 13 years and the most experienced for 24 years). As
regards teaching English for Specific Purposes i.e. Legal English, the range of experience is
wider (from 4-25 years) but teachers with fewer years of experience (4-12 years)
preponderate. In the main the language specialists have a degree in applied linguistics or
English philology. Three of them hold a PhD degree in arts and one of them graduated both in
English and in law. The majority of language specialists (67%) took up teaching Legal
English because they were directed to teach at the Faculty of Law. It was not their intended
choice or question of interest but a mandatory allocation within their work contract. Only one
respondent (11%) commenced teaching Legal English out of attraction for the subject. Other
reasons for taking up the post concerned: being burned-out after teaching General English for
too long (11%), by coincidence (11%).

The majority of language specialists learnt Legal English on their own (67%), working
mainly with authentic material. They also found attending conferences and workshops on
Legal English useful in learning the subject matter (33%). Some (33%) believe they learnt a
lot preparing for their classes.

Subject-specialists

27 subject specialists teach their subjects in English at the faculty of law. 25 of them
participated in the research. Two of them, despite much effort taken by the researcher to
contact them neither answered telephone calls nor emails. As far as experience in teaching
law in their native language is concerned, there is a huge diversity here. This research group
encompassed both very experienced instructors (38 years of experience) and those who have
just started their professional career (2 years of experience). Most of the subject specialists
however possess relevant experience (13 years on average) in teaching their subject. The
subject specialists have been instructing law in English for 6-7 years averagely but there are
some teachers who have been giving lectures for over 14 years as well as those who have just
started teaching law in English. All of the subject specialists possess a PhD degree in law and
eight of them (32%) hold the title of Associate Professor (dr habilitowany).

All of the subject specialists teach their legal domain in English to international
students (mostly Spanish) who come to the faculty within their Erasmus mobility programs.
The students are usually in their second, third or fourth years of studies.

In keeping with the language specialists, the majority of subject specialists (56%)
started to teach legal English because they were asked to do so due to the Erasmus student
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mobility programme implemented at that faculty of law. Unlike language specialists, subject
specialists could refuse to teach in English if they felt their linguistic competence was
inadequate. Some subject specialists took up teaching Legal English for professional
development (32%), or because they wanted to be exposed to English (24%) or to improve
their linguistic competences because they often participate in international conferences (12%).
One respondent undertook to teach law in English because it represented a challenge.

The subject specialists learnt Legal English by various ways and frequently not by the
same method. The most common way of learning subject-specific vocabulary covers working
on their own initiative using authentic material (80% of subject specialists exploited this
method) attending foreign conferences, workshops, overseas programs and scholarships
(40%), attending Legal English courses and workshops (32%) and working on the preparation
of material for their own classes (16%).

3.2. Research instruments and research questions

The research project mainly assumed a qualitative methodology encompassing a
questionnaire and a semi-structured interview conducted with language and subject specialists
(questionnaire and interview questions see Appendix A and Appendix B).

The research endeavoured to answer the following questions:

What is the university/faculty of law policy on learning/teaching foreign languages?

What does the cooperation between both groups (subject-specialists and language

specialists) look like?

What methodology is exploited by both groups?

What is the model of the Legal English teacher?

The data essential to answering the research questions is both quantitative and qualitative
in character. The interview carried out among all the specialists provided quantitative and
qualitative data — firstly, the respondents answered the questions, then collected data
interpreted and conclusions drawn. The specialists’ reflections (with reference to
university/faculty policy, cooperation with language and subject specialists, the methodology
used, the perception of the role of the Legal English teacher) were of a qualitative character.
Finally, further suggestions and recommendations were made.

4. Results of the study

4.1. Language specialists
University/faculty policy

This group appeared to be quite fragmented in the aspect of evaluation of
university/faculty policy. 55% of the language specialists assessed the policy critically. They
stated that there is in fact no policy at all as language specialists needed and still need to cope
on their own (in preparing for and conducting Legal English classes) and obtain no help or
guidelines from the university/faculty authorities even though those authorities claim that they
do support learning and teaching languages for specific purposes. The language specialists
also highlight that both university departments (the Department of Foreign Languages and the
Faculty of Law) do not cooperate well as they do not contact each other on a regular basis and
have a different outlook on teaching languages for specific purposes. In addition, the low
priority given to learning foreign languages, the small number of teaching hours allotted and
the large groups of students involved, were also emphasized. On the other hand, 45% of the
language specialists hold totally conflicting views. They claim that the authorities of the
Department of Foreign Languages and the Faculty of Law are aware of the need to instruct
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languages for specific purposes, that language specialists may acquire new qualifications in
this respect and that there is an emphasis on teaching languages for specific purposes.

Cooperation with subject specialists

66% of the language specialists, when asked whether they had ever sought any
assistance or used help from subject specialists, admitted that they had consulted or do consult
problem issues with subject specialists although their responses ranged from frequently to
occasionally to seldom. One respondent regretted not contacting subject specialists more often
whenever problems or dilemmas with subject-matter knowledge arise. 33% of the language
specialists said that they have not used/do not use subject specialists’ assistance as they can
manage on their own using available sources such as law textbooks and the internet. Only one
respondent of the latter group admitted that such assistance would be very useful.

Methodology

The vast majority of language specialists (78%) thought that background knowledge
(knowing the subject matter) is not indispensable but could be very helpful while teaching and
learning Legal English. Only 22% of respondents stated that it is central to achieving learning
outcomes.

Similarly, most of the language specialists (78%) believed that B1 level, according to
the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR), is the minimum level of general
English one should possess to take up ESP classes. One respondent (11%) stated that A2 is
sufficient and one other (11%) that B2 is the absolute minimum.

As language and content intertwine during Legal English classes, language specialists
and subject specialists were asked whether they rather teach the language or the content or
maybe both. 56% of the language specialists believe they teach not only the language but the
content as well, although the latter indirectly. 22% of the respondents think that they teach
both the language and the content, whereas 11% trust that they teach the language and another
11% that they teach law in English.

The research shows that all of the language specialists (100%) may design and
implement their own syllabus for Legal English courses. All of them (100%) design their own
teaching materials although they do so to a different extent and at a diverse frequency. Most
of them sometimes or often prepare their own materials, which usually constitutes 25% - 30%
of the material workload. As far as authentic materials are concerned, all of the language
specialists use them but at a varied frequency: always (11%), usually (33%), often (22%),
sometimes (22%), hardly ever (11%). The respondents who scarcely use authentic materials
comment that they do not use them very often as there are ready-made materials available.

All of the language specialists (100%) prepare their own assessment tests but the
frequency at which they test their students varies. Most of the language specialists (66%) set
assessment tests or quizzes twice or three times a term.

As regards the post-course questionnaire, only 33% of the respondents irregularly ask
for students’ feedback, whereas 67% admit to not doing so for various reasons. Firstly, such
post-course questionnaires are difficult to be arranged. Secondly, the allocation of hours for
learning foreign language in the curriculum is so limited that there is simply no time available
to do it. Thirdly, some comment that they do not conduct such a questionnaire as there is a
unit at the university, whose specific task is to collect students’ feedback after completion of
every course provided at the university.

Blended learning i.e. combing traditional methods of teaching/learning a foreign
language with distance learning, thanks to IT devices, is becoming increasingly popular
although this method has both opponents and proponents. As at the University of Biatystok
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students have the opportunity to take some of their classes (up 50% of the overall number of
classes) in this form, the effectiveness of BLACKBOARD (e-learning platform) and other IT
means for teaching Legal English was also included in the questionnaire. Only 22% of
language specialists use that method and like it. Some of the respondents in that group (33%)
are highly sceptical about this form of teaching. They commented, inter alia, that the teacher
cannot be sure that students undertake allocated tasks by themselves without the help of
others. Moreover, traditional methods, that is meeting and explaining problems and issues
“face-to-face”, were considered far more effective. 33% of language specialists, however,
highlight that such e-learning tools might be helpful as supplementary methods of learning a
foreign language as students like modern technology. Also, they can undertake tasks when
they have time and work at their own pace. One respondent (11%) remained undecided.

Most of the language specialists (66%) consider lack of subject-matter knowledge as
the most challenging and/or difficult aspect of teaching English for legal purposes. Another
issue (33% of the answers provided), and which surprisingly is of more general nature, is that
it is difficult to motivate students and get communication across. Also, they highlight that the
process of teaching is hindered by the fact that students themselves are unfamiliar with the
discipline and somewhat expect ELP teachers to explain legal issues.

Model of the Legal English teacher

According to the language specialists, a good Legal English teacher should have
features that are common to any teacher, not only to a Legal English teacher specifically. A
good Legal English teacher should be open, fair, consistent but also flexible. Such person
should have a good relationship with their students and be able to interest and motivate them.
In addition, they should be well prepared, willing to broaden their knowledge and be ready to
prepare for classes to best effect. The requirement of a law degree was mentioned by only one
respondent (11%). Two other respondents (22%) found some basics of specialism an
advantage but definitely not a condition.

4.2. Subject-specialists

University/faculty policy

48% of the subject specialists evaluated university/faculty policy towards
teaching/learning foreign languages in a good light. They commented that there are numerous
classes conducted in foreign languages, the staff (all of them with at least a PhD degree) are
well prepared and continuously improving their linguistic skills attending foreign conferences
and publishing in English. In addition, they underscore that the faculty authorities support
new initiatives like establishing the Biatystok Legal English Centre (a unit that organises legal
English courses, conferences for academics dealing with legal linguistics and workshops for
Legal English teachers, translators and court interpreters) or foreign law schools of different
legal systems, however, some respondents suggested more specialised language courses for
teaching staff. Nevertheless, 28% of the subject specialists doubt whether there is any policy
to teach languages for specific purposes at all. Some comment that if not for the Erasmus
mobility programs and the criterion of international cooperation in the national university
rank lists, the policy would hardly exist. Others remark that they cannot say whether it is
pursued or not, no practical outcomes can be observed or maybe it is not advertised enough.
12% of the subject specialists evaluate the policy quite critically. They highlight that the
number of initiatives undertaken is insufficient and the number of teaching hours inadequate.
In addition, they remark that the policy is too student-friendly, which has a negative impact on
the process of teaching/learning English for legal purposes. One respondent (4%) assessed the
policy critically stating that there are too few teaching hours devoted to instructing languages
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for specific purposes and with greater emphasis being placed on other workshop and training
facilities, such as for apprenticeship examinations, as they are more valued in the university
ranking criteria.

Cooperation with language specialists

When asked whether the subject specialists sought any assistance or used help from
linguists 76% of respondents replied that they had neither asked for assistance before nor used
their linguistic help on a regular basis. They explained that such help was not indispensable or
that they did not like to bother anybody else, hence they used other sources such as
dictionaries and the internet. Some of them admitted that such assistance would be helpful at
times. 24% of the subject specialists stated that they had consulted some aspects with
language specialists but qualified that such consultations had not become a regular practice.

Methodology

Subject specialists believe that background knowledge is central to learning Legal
English. 60% of respondents stated that it is indispensable, whereas 28% said that it could be
very helpful to acquire subject-matter knowledge in a foreign language. Some of them added
that it rather depends on the legal domain which is being taught as some legal disciplines
necessitate at least an introduction to the subject i.e. tax law or company law, whereas others
such as constitutional law or arbitration do not require special preparations.

As far as the minimum language level to learn the merits in English is concerned, the
subject specialists are relatively fragmented. 32% of them state that B1/B2 level (according to
CEFR) is required, another 32% believe that B1 level is sufficient to learn language for
specific purposes but 16% of the respondents define the minimum level as ‘intermediate’,
which in fact may encompass both B1/B2 and Bl levels. One interviewee describes the
minimum linguistic competence as “so the student could understand me”.

52% of the subject specialists believe that they teach the content i.e. law in English.
Nonetheless, 44% of the subject specialists think that they teach not only the content but also
the language. Surprisingly, one respondent cited teaching the language rather than the content
“during my Legal English classes I teach the language i.e. Legal English and some aspects of
law (indirectly)”.

All of the subject specialists (100%) may design and implement their own syllabus for
Legal English course, although one comment was made that such a syllabus is not very
creative as it reflects the syllabus prepared in Polish and is just translated into English. Also,
all of them (100%) design their own teaching materials although at different frequency. Some
prepare resources for every class, other teachers produce materials every two classes, others
for the whole term. Depending on the legal discipline concerned, tailor-made materials
constitute a larger or smaller share of the resources exploited during their classes. All of the
subject specialists (100%) use authentic materials while teaching their discipline in English.
Their exploitation is very high or high with 60% of respondents al/ways using such materials
and 20% using them wusually or often. The remaining 20% of respondents exploit them
periodically.

As far as testing is concerned, only 32% of the subject specialists prepare and set their
own assessment tests or quizzes (typically at the end of each term or when the course is
completed). A vast majority (68%) assess students’ performance by means of alternative
methods, which regrettably as the subject specialists comment, is conditioned by the fact that
their students hardly ever speak decent English. Therefore, essays, presentations, attendance
and active participation are the most common evaluation criteria of student performance.
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None of the subject specialists gather feedback from students after the course. 36% of
them present the argument that this is the task of the evaluation department that deals with
evaluation of all of the courses offered by the university. A massive majority (64%) do not
provide any particular reason. “I didn’t know it is was necessary” or “I don’t know”,
comprised the most common response.

The effectiveness of e-learning platform BLACKBOARD and other IT devices for
teaching Legal English was critically evaluated by the subject specialists. 40% stated that it is
not a good method as it promotes cheating; it may be convenient for students and teachers but
legal domains and problems are best discussed and explained during traditional classes where
students can ask questions and develop their skills in legal reasoning. Besides, numerous
students and teachers prefer personal contact and frequently e-learning lessons look like a
collection f tasks that might be sent as an attachment by email. Moreover, it has been
commented that not all students (especially extra-mural students) are good at using
technology, not to mention technical problems with the equipment and some disruptions of
the internet connection. In addition, e-learning classes require an excess of preparation on the
part of the teacher and self-discipline from students, which is not always forthcoming.
However, 36% of subject specialists admit that it could be a valuable supplement to
traditional classes owing to students’ interests in new technologies. In addition, it might be a
good communication channel between students and teachers and a way of checking their
knowledge. Only 16% of respondents stated that they use the method and find it either
efficient or very efficient. 8% of the subject specialists found its efficiency difficult to
evaluate.

There are four aspects which the subject specialists find most challenging and difficult
to deal with while teaching law in English. First is the linguistic competence of the course
participants (which is inconsistent and frequently of a very low standard). This results in more
serious consequences and poses more problems. The subject specialists comment that they
recurrently have to adjust the content of the lesson to match the students’ language level,
which lowers teaching standards and makes learning outcomes difficult to achieve. Another
challenge is the fact that classes are held in a foreign language, which, apart from being more
time-consuming in terms of preparation, makes it difficult to convey subject matter
knowledge with precision. This is closely connected with a third problem area, namely
working within two completely different legal systems i.e. continental and common law,
which consequently generates the problem of finding appropriate equivalents. Another
sensitive area that the subject specialists refer to, is the fact that students often lack any
content-related knowledge. Some of the subject specialists went so far as to comment that
most of them are not interested in studying at all and treat the Erasmus mobility programs as
an “Erasmus travel agency”.

Model of the Legal English teacher

The subject specialists believe that a good Legal English teacher should have the same
features as any other good teacher i.e. to be competent and well prepared (both in terms of the
subject specialism and linguistic competence). The teacher should also be student-friendly,
patient, consistent, flexible and possessed of high communicative and interpersonal skills,
thus one who can motivate students and convey difficult content in an interesting and
interactive way. The respondents also highlight that a good Legal English teacher should use
various and interactive teaching methods and constantly improve their qualifications.
Surprisingly enough only 28% of the subject specialists expect a good Legal English teacher
to have a thorough working knowledge of the background specialism involved.
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5. Discussion

The first research aspect examined related to the evaluation of university/faculty of
law policy on learning/teaching foreign languages, languages for specific purposes in
particular. The results have shown that both groups have a similar outlook on the problem.
Relatively the same number of language specialists (44%) and subject specialists (48%)
assess this policy positively. Even though these numbers are comparable it is the group of
language specialists that criticizes the policy more directly. 56% of the language specialists
claimed that such policy does not exist and that the work of linguists is undervalued (large
classes, a limited number of hours, no clear guidelines or support from the university/faculty).
At first sight the subject specialists seem not to be so disapproving (only one respondent (4%)
assessed the policy critically). However, responses from the remainder of this group might
suggest that they did not want to provide explicit answers (some of them doubted the
existence of any such policy and others evaluate the policy at an average level), which might
be construed as indirect criticism.

Interesting findings concern the question of cooperation between the two groups. The
results indicate that they have contrasting views in that respect. An overwhelming majority of
the subject specialists (76%) have never asked for linguistic assistance, whereas the language
specialists are more willing to consult problematic issues with subject specialists (although
they do this on an irregular basis). In the author’s opinion this is grounded in the fact that it is
much easier and faster to resolve linguistic issues than subject-matter dilemmas due to the
variety of resources to hand (dictionaries, word reference forums, glossaries, corpus lists etc.)
and which are also readily available online.

The third area approached, and the most complex, relates to the methodology
exploited while teaching English for Legal Purposes or teaching law in English. The research
outcomes indicate that there are only two methodological issues (out of eight) in which both
groups strongly disagree i.e. the role of background knowledge (knowing the subject
specialism) and assessment methods. These divergences might, however, be explained by the
specificity of each profession and particular circumstances. Although a relatively similar
number of respondents from both groups agree that background knowledge could be helpful
while teaching/learning English for Legal Purposes they present divergent views on the
question of whether or not such knowledge is indispensable (78% of the language specialists
believe that it is not, whereas 60% of the subject specialists think the opposite). Another
(glaring) discrepancy concerns the approach to assessment and testing. Only 32% of subject
specialists prepare and set their own tests and quizzes, whereas all of the linguists prepare
their own tests and set them regularly. In the interviews the subject specialists explain that
they have to use assessment methods other than tests and quizzes, such as writing assignments
and presentations or even to make assessments on the basis of class attendances due mainly to
the insufficient linguistic competences of incoming foreign students. In the remaining
methodological aspects (minimum language level to learn ELP, syllabus design and
implementation, exploitation of authentic materials, effectiveness of blended learning) the
language and subject specialists’ views are fairly alike. Both language and subject specialists
believe that minimum B1 level (according to CEFR) is required before taking up ELP classes.
Moreover, both types of teachers may design and implement their own syllabus (and they do
that), prepare their own teaching materials and value authentic materials alike, although the
subject specialists use the latter more often. Also, both research groups assess blended
learning quite critically, opting for traditional methods of instruction where all doubts and
dilemmas are best explained ad hoc, albeit with each conceding that e-learning tools could
serve as a valuable supplement to traditional classes. Interestingly enough when it comes to
challenges or difficulties the results show that both research groups face similar problems and
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at least some of the problems are discipline-related, like the fact that the majority of language
specialists lack subject-matter knowledge, whereas the subject specialists find teaching
subject-matter content in a foreign language challenging.

Last but not least of the issues examined is the question of how both groups describe
the model of a (good) Legal English teacher. Surprisingly, both the language and subject
specialists provided fairly alike features of a good Legal English teacher, which might be the
attributes of any teacher, not necessarily those of an ELP or ESP instructor. Both groups feel
that a Legal English teacher should be fair, consistent, flexible, student-friendly, well-
prepared and should constantly improve his/her qualifications. In addition, such person should
be able to motivate students thus using various and interactive teaching methods to convey
complicated content in an interesting and involving manner. Remarkably, neither group finds
that a thorough knowledge and experience in teaching their specialism makes a good Legal
English teacher. It is treated more in the vein of an advantage rather than a condition.

6. Conclusion and recommendations for further study

In summary, this research project has revealed that the language and subject specialists
perceive the model and roles of the ELP teacher fairly alike. They share views on
university/faculty policy, syllabus design and implementation, the effectiveness of e-learning
tools and the use of authentic materials. In fact the only discrepancies refer to those areas
which are discipline-related (teaching the language or the content, assessment and the role of
background knowledge) which definitely could be solved or at least compensated by regular
collaboration between linguists and subject specialists or by team working. Such collaboration
or team working has to-date been widely discussed by a number of scholars (Hutchinson &
Waters, 1987; Parker, 1990; Morsink et al., 1991; Barron, 1992; Gaffield-Vile, 1996; Jordan,
1997; Buckley, 1998; Dudley-Evans & St John 1998; Dudley-Evans, 2001; Barron, 2002;
Basturkmen, 2006; Northcott & Brown, 2006; Dale & Tanner, 2012; Basturkmen &
Shackleford, 2015; Author, 2016), who mostly claim that it could have a positive impact on
the teaching and learning of English, and not just for legal purposes. Another problem which
the study revealed is that there is a kind of “communication breakdown” or rather lack of
communication between the two groups when they face problems falling into the other
group’s discipline-related competence. Either they are unwilling to ask for assistance or use
other strategies to dispel their doubts or dilemmas. Maybe it is the role of university faculty
policy to make this cooperation work within institutional boundaries.

The author hopes that the present study has raised some questions which may provoke
discussion and further research in the area in question, as there are several issues both of an
academic and methodological nature that could be pursued as a consequence of this research
project. Firstly, further study might seek to discover whether such collaboration or team
working is feasible and effective. Another area worth examining would be to verify how it
might function within institutional boundaries and what challenges and obstacles both groups
could face. Finally, the implications of such cooperation for ESP/ELP classroom practices
might be explored.

““You teachthem the English, Mrs. Howe, and we’ll teach them the law’
(Howe 1993, p. 148) — What is the model of legalEnglish teacher?”
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APPENDIX A  Questionnaire and interview questions for subject specialists

1. What is your education background?

2. Do you have any other qualifications?

3. How long have you been teaching law?

4. How long have you been teaching your subject in English?
5. Why did you start teaching in English?

6. How did you learn Legal English?

7. Who do you teach Legal English to?

a) law students  /which year?

b) legal practitioners (judges, attorneys, legal advisors etc.)
¢) translators and interpreters

d) academics (teachers of law)

8. Have you ever sought / Do you seek any assistance from language teachers while
preparing the classes etc.?

9. How do you evaluate the university / faculty policy to teach languages for specific
purposes?

10. Is background knowledge (of subject-matter content) indispensable to learn / teach 1 4
Legal English?

11. What is the minimum language level to learn Legal English?

12. Mark the sentence which is true for you:

e During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English)
e During my Legal English classes I teach the content (i.e. law in English)

e During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English) and the
content (the law)

e During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English) and some
aspects of law (indirectly)

13. Can you design and implement your own syllabus for Legal English course where you
work? If yes, do you do that?

14. Do you design your own teaching materials? If yes, how often do you do that?
15. How often do you use authentic materials?

16. Do you prepare your own assessment tests? If yes, how often do you do that?
17. Do you conduct post-course questionnaire? If yes, how often do you do that?

18. Whose initiative is it (your own, the initiative of your department / faculty authorities /
the initiative of the course organizer)?
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19. How do you evaluate effectiveness of BLACKBOARD (e-learning platform) and
other IT methods for teaching Legal English?

20. What is the most challenging/difficult aspect of teaching law in English?

21. What makes a good Legal English teacher? Enlist at least two/three features /skills.

APPENDIX B  Questionnaire and interview questions for language specialists

1. What is your education background?

2. Do you have any other qualifications?

3. How long have you been teaching English?

4. How long have you been teaching Legal English?

5. Why did you start teaching Legal English?

6. How did you learn Legal English?

7. Who do you teach Legal English to?

a) law students  /which year?

b) legal practitioners (judges, attorneys, legal advisors etc.)

¢) translators and interpreters

d) academics (teachers of law)

8. Apart from teaching do you use Legal English for:

translating and court interpreting?

scientific work?

designing teaching materials?

other things?

9. Have you ever sought / Do you seek any assistance from subject-specialists while
preparing for your classes?

10. How do you evaluate the university / faculty policy to teach languages for specific
purposes?

11. Is background knowledge indispensable to learn / teach Legal English?

12. What is the minimum language level to learn Legal English?

13. Mark the sentence which is true for you:

During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English)
During my Legal English classes I teach the content (i.e. law in English)

During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English) and the
content (the law)
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e During my Legal English classes I teach the language (i.e. Legal English) and some
aspects of law (indirectly)

14. How often do you carry out needs analysis before your Legal English course?
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15. Can you design and implement your own syllabus for Legal English course? If yes, do
you do that?

16. Do you design your own teaching materials? If yes, how often do you do that?

17. How often do you use authentic materials?

18. Do you prepare your own assessment tests? If yes, how often do you do that?

19. Do you conduct post-course questionnaire? If yes, how often do you do that?

20. Whose initiative is it (your own, the initiative of your department / faculty authorities /
the initiative of the course organizer)?

21. What type of syllabus do you exploit during Legal English classes:

Grammatical (focused on grammar)
Lexical (focused on vocabulary)
Grammatical-lexical

Situational (like ‘In the street” etc.)
Topic-based (like ‘Food and drink”)

Notional (notions are concepts that language can express like ‘time’, ‘place’,
‘colour’ etc.)

Functional-notional (functions are things you can do with language like
‘promising’, ‘identifying’ etc.)

Mixed or ‘multi-strand’

22. How do you evaluate effectiveness of BLACKBOARD (e-learning platform) and other IT
methods for teaching Legal English?

23. What is the most challenging/difficult aspect of teaching Legal English?

24. What makes a good Legal English teacher? Enlist at least two/three features /skills.
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